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librarians, and student aides were evaluated. It was
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them with their fawilies ard friends; teachers and librarians felt
the program had helped motivate children to read and resulied in
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felt that their home visitations and individual workX with children
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INTRODUCTION

The Reading is FUNdamental (RIF) Project was originated in Washington,
D. C. in 1966 by Mrs. Robert S. McNamara and a group of citizens interested
in providing increased opportunities for inner-city chiidren to own and read
books for pleasure. An evaluation of the Washington project indicated that
RIF had succeeded in stimulating interest in books and reading in many chil-
dren who had previously been indifferent to books.

Upon examining the goals, procedures, and evaluation results of the
Washington project, the Ford Foundation supplied funds for the expansion of
RIF to cities and rural areas in other parts of the country. Pittsburgh
was selected in the fall of 1969 as one of the cities for a model RIF project,
Representatives from Chatham College, the Urban League of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh Board of Public Education, and the community formed the Reading
is FUNdamental Board of Directors. The project was implemented in six
neighborhoods with median annual family incomes of $5,000 or less.

The Pittsburgh RIF program as originally conceived had two overall
goals:

1. To increase the amount of recreational reading done by nartici-

pants as a result of freedom tc select books in a variety of
subject areas.

2. To promote pride in ownership of books resulting in the purchase
of additianal books or use of bocks from other sources,

Recognizing the value of objectively demonstrating the attainment of
program goals, and the possibility of modifying the program for increased
effectiveness, the RIF staff has engaged in a continuing program of inde=-
pendent evaluation. Morgan (1970) conducted the first evaluation of the
Pittsburgh RIF program, and concluded:

"e..the RIF program in Pittsburgh has been a success in terms of
the original goals. Children are doing additional recreational
reading because of and even beyond their RIF books. In addition,
these students are demonstrat1ng pr1de in the ownership of their
books and s=em interested in acqu1r1ng additional books to own.
If this should lead to further action as a result of the program,
such action might well take the form of aiding teachers to under-
stand how the program can be of value in their classrooms. The
RIF program will enjoy even greater success if it leads to fur-
ther actions to aid academic success for the children who parti-

cipated in the program” (p. 13).
<



The second phase of the RIF program continued in Pittsburgh, with mod=
ifications based on the results of the first year's experience. A contract
was awarded early In 1971 to the American Institutes for Research (AIR),
for the purpose of conducting a second program evaluation. Following are the

Summary and Conclusions of their report.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Personnel from the Pittsburgh Reading is FUNdamental (RIF) Program,
&:d from the American Institutes for Research (AIR) cooperated in specify-
ing RIF program objectives. Questionnaires relating to the RIF objectives
were then designed and administered to students, teachers, principals, 1i-
brarians, and parents of RIF participants. Interviews were held with stu-
dents and parents, and experiments were conducted to examine possible dif-
ferential effects of reading achievement and home visits by Student Aides
upon the numbers of books read and the number of books started but not com-
pleted by RIF recipients. Additional data were collected from student book
reports, Student Aide home-visit reports, and analyses of the numbers and
kinds of books distributed by RIF, The results of the study indicated that:
1. The Pittsburgh RIF program was responsible for the distribution
of nearly 80,000 books from September 1970 to June 1971. This
distribution was made possible, not only the the efforts of the
program staff, but also by the ccoperation and participation in
the program by school and community people.

2. The students who participated in the RIF program enjoyed owning
and reading their books, which raceived considerable circulation
beyond their immediate recipients: Questionnaire responses indi=-
cated that the number of readers of the RIF books was at least
double the number of recipients. The responses of the RIF reci-
pients to the Student Questionnaire were overwhelmingly positive.
Two of every three students, however, reported having had a "hard
time" finding books at RIF that they wanted to read. The reason
for this result was not entirely clear: Ambiguity of a question-
naire jtem, and specificity of students' interests are offered
as possible interpretations.

3. Tcachers agreed that the RIF program was worthwhile, increased
studenis' enjoyment of reading, and helped to motivate students
to read, A1l members of the teacher sample encouraged their
students to select and read RIF books. Eight of every ten
teachers reported having used RIF books in their classroom
activities.



The principals of the participating schools would like to see
RIF continued in their schools, and agreed that the program
encouraged students to read, helped make reading enjoyable,
and increased the variety of books available to students in
their schools.

Librarians agreed that RIF had helped motivate students to
read, and that the program had been successful.

Parents of RIF recipients held favorable opinions of the
program. A1l improvements suggested by parents pertained to
continuation or expansion of the program,

Home visits by Student Aides affected significantly the mean
number of books read by students who received the visits, as
compared with students who did not; and had no significant
effect upon the mean number of books started but not completed
by the two groups, The Student Aides were uniformly enthusi-
astic and optimistic about the effectiveness of their efforts,
for which some would 1ike more training and others more pay.
Whether or not students were in the upper or lower halves of
their classes in reading achievement, as indicated by teacher
ratings, did not differentially affect the numbers of books

read or the number read and not completed; that is, equal

numbers of bcoks were read and completed by high-rated and low-
rated leaders.

The number of books purchased by RIF participants was dirfer-
entially related to whether or not students were rated as being
in the upper or lower halves of their classes in reading achieve-
ment; high-rated readers bought more books than low-rated readers.

o



| PREFACE

This report was written at the end of a project to evaluate the Pitts-
burgh Reading is FUNdamental program., The purpose of the report is to de-
scribe the procedures and results of the study, and to suggest possible
ways to increase the effectiveness of Reading is FUNdamental,

The investigators are grateful for the assistance of the students,
pérgnts, teachers, librarians, and principals who served as subjects for
the study. Funds for the conduct of the program were provided by the Na=
tional Office of Reading is FUNdamental, and the Buhl Foundation,

Special thanks are due to Mary Jane Duda of the Pittsburgh Board of
Public Education, and David Henderson of the Buhl Foundation,

The patience and administrative assistance of Austina Bradley and
Lavera Brown of {he Pittsburgh Reading is FUNdamental staff made perfor-
mance of the project not only possible, but also enjoyable. That they
succeeded in obtaining the cooperation of all parties involved in the study
is a factor that should not be ignored in evaluating the program.

Several staff members of the American Institutes for Research partici=
pated in conducting the evaluation. Michael] Rosenfeld designed and directed
theistudy with assistance from Ronald Wilkes. Marjorie Salley conducted
interviews; Wannehma Henderson and Karen Trocki assisted in data collection,
" John A. Boldovici performed the data analysis and wrote this report,
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Persornel from the Pittsburgh Reading is FUNdamental (RIF) Program,
and from the American Institutes for Research (AIR) cooperated in specify-
ing RIF program objectives. Questigﬁnaires relating to the RIF objectives
were then designed and administered to students, teachers, principals, 1i-
brarians, and parents of RIF participants. Interviews were held with stu-
dents and parents, and experiments were conducted to examine possible dif-
feréntial effects of reading achievement and home visits by Student Aides
upon the numbers of books read and the number of books started but not com-
pleted by RIF recipients. Additional data were collected from student book
réports, Student Aide home-visit reports, and analyses of the numbers and
kinds of books distributed by RIF. The results of the study indicated that:

1. The Pittsburgh RIF program was responsible for the distribution
of nearly 80,000 books from September 1970 to June 1971. This
distribution waé made possible, not only the the efforts of the '
program staff, but also by the cooperation and participation in
the program by school and community people.

. 2. The students who participated in the RIF program enjoyed owning
and reading their books, which received considerable circulation
beyond their immediate recipients: Questionnaire responses indi-
cated that the number of readers of the RIF books was at least
double the number of recipients. The responses of the RIF reci-
pients to the Student Questionnaire were overwhelmingly positive.
Two of every three students, however, reported having had a "hard
time" finding books at RIF that they wanted to read. The reason
for this result was not entirely clear: Ambiguity of a question-
naire item, and specificity of stuéentsf interests are offered
as possible interpretations.. |

3. Teachers agreed that the RIF program was worthwhile, increased
students' enjoyment aF'reading,'anthe]ped to motivate students
to read, A1l menbers of the teacher sample encouraged their
students to select and read RIF books. Eight of every teii
.teachers-répartedwhaﬁing~u§ed RIF books in their classroom
activities. -
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The principals of the participating schools would 1ike to see
RIF continued in their schools, and agreed that the program
encouraged students to read, helped make reading enjoyable,
and increased the variety of books available to students in
their schools.

Librarians agreed that RIF had helped motivate students to
read, and that the program had been successful.

. . Parents of RIF recipients held favorable opinions of the

program. A1l improvements suggested by parents pertained to
continuation or expansion of the program,

Home visits by Student Aides affected significantly the mean
number of books read by students who received the visits, as
compared with students who did not; and had no significant
effect upon the ﬁéan number of books started but not completed
by the two -groups. The Student Aides were uniformly enthusi-
astic and optimistic about the effectiveness of their efforts,
for which some would 1ike more training and others more pay.
Whether or not students were in the upper or lower halves aof
their classes in reading achievement, as indicated by teacher
ratings, did not differentially affect the numbers of books
read or the number read and not completed; that is, equal
numbers of books were read and completed by h1gh -rated and Tow-
rated leaders.

The number of books purchased by RIF part-:ipants was aifne.—
entially related to whether or not students were rated as be1nq

in the upper or 1ower halves of their classes in reading achieve-
'ment- high- rated readers bought mere books than 1ewﬁrated readers.‘




INTRODUCTION

The;Reading is FUNdamental (RIF) Project was originated in Washington,
D. C. in 1966 by Mrs. Robert S. McNamara and a group of citizens interested
in providing increased opportunities for inner-city children to own and read
books for pleasure. An evaluation of the Washington project $ndicated that
RIF had succeeded in stimulating interest in books and reading in many chil-
dren who had previously been indifferent to books.

Upon examining. the .goals, procedures, and evaluaﬁ?gn results of the
Washington project, the Ford Foundation supplicd funds for the expansion of
RIF to cities and rural areas in other parts of the country. Pittsburgh
was selected in the fall of 1969 as one of the cities for a model RIF project.
Representatives from Chatham College, the Urban League of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh Board of Public Education, and the community formed the Reading
is FUNdamental Board of Directors. The project was implemented in six
neighborhoods with median annual family incomes of $5,000 or less,

The Pittsburgh RIF program as originally conceived had two overall
goals:

pants as a- resu1t of freedom to select bncks 1n a var1ety of
subject areas.

2, To promote pride in ownership of books resulting in the purchase
of additional books or use of books. from other sources.

; Recagn121ng the value of obJect1ue1y demcnstrat1ng the attainment of
3 program goals, and the possibility of modifying the program for increased
»;effect1veness. the RIF staff has-engdged in a continuing program of 1nde-
:»’pendent eva]uat1on. Murgan {1970) conducted the first eva1uat1gn of the
tsP1ttsburgh RIF program, and cnncTudéd- '

“...the RIF program in P1ttsburgh has been a success in terms of
the original goals. Children are doing additional recreational:
~reading because of and even beyond ‘their RIF books. In addition,
these students are demonstrat1ng pr1de in the -ownership of their -
" books and seem iinterested in acquiring add1ticna1 ‘books to own., . .
.. If: this-should. lead. to further action as a result of the program,
.. ~such action: m:ght weTT take the ‘form of- aiding teachers to under-
- stand how the" pragram can be of value in ‘their c1assrooms. ‘The
U RIF: program will enjoy. even: greater success.if it.leads.to Fun-.
-ther actions to aid academic success for the ch11dren who part1-

' ﬂ:,',c1pated 1n the program" (p. 13).

3/14 »~;:;ji(),:"




The second phase of the RIF program continued in Pittsburgh, with mod-
ifications based on the results of the first year's experience. A contract
was awarded early in 1971 to the American'Instituﬁes for Research (AIR),
for the purpose of conducting a second program evaluation, the procedures
and results of which are described in the following sections of this report,



OVERVIEW OF METHOD

Program Objectives

Design of the evaluation began with a series of meetings between members
of the RIF and AIR project staffs, during which chjactives of the RIF program
were specified, and priorities aséigned to the objectives., Three classes of
objectives for the RIF program emerged as a result of these meetings. The
primary objectives related to student motivation to read, ownership of books,
and enjoyment of reading. Secondary ocbjectives involved the desired effects
of the program upon teachers and parents., The student, teaeher,'and parent
objectives are presented in Table 1,

Questionnaires

After the program objectives had been specified, attention was directed
to devising efficient means for assessing progress toward achievement of the
objectives., A decision was made early in the project to achieve the nuces-
sary confidence in the results of the evaluation by collecting similar data
from a variety of sources, rather than by attempting to design and implement
a preciseTy controTTed experiment. The decision'wes based on several consi-
evaluetjen.,end tempere1 end fiscal eonetra1nts, QuestTanairee re1at1ng
to the RIF objectives were, therefore, designed for administration to stu-
dents, teachers, principals, 1ibreriaﬁs. and parents’of RIiF participants.

The draft quest1onna1res were rev1ewed by the RIF staff and by members of

* the Pittsburgh Board of Public. Education. Sampie copies grAthe.questioni
naires, which were revised on the basis of the reviews and used in the study,
.are attached as Appendixes A thréﬁéh E of this report.

Sampling and Data Collection

PermisSien'to conduct the'study was'granted by the Pittsburgh Board &f
Public Education and by the pr1ne1pa1s of the part1c1pet1ng seheo?s-

The stuaent samp1e was compr1sed of 444 respendents Trem three eTemen-‘
~tary schools,. se1ected on the- ba51s of’ s1ze and. 10cet1en. A suwmary of this

sample, by grade level, is presented in TebTe ‘ In all :ases, the: questien-_
‘naires were read ‘to-the: students by. an AIR steff member in erder to negate..



TABLE 1

ngeetzues of the Pittsburgh RIF Pragrdﬁ

§tngn§s

Tea;hers

1.

Pr1mary Obaect1ves

Provide students the opportunity to own books of their choice.
Develop in students the motivation to read.
Develop in students an enjoyment of reading.

Provide students the exposure and access1b111ty to a var1ety of
books supplemental to those available in their school libraries.

Secondary Objectives

Provide teachers the opportunity to make use of RIF books in the
classroom. ' '

Provide teachers the opportunity to encourage the reading of books
of the students' choice.

Develop in parents an awareness of and 1nterest in what their
children are reading.

Develop in parents an awareness of the 1mportance of reading in
education.

Develop in the parent an appreciation of books.
Deveion in parents the mot1vat1on to read.

Develop on the part. of’ parents an awareness of the- Tmportance of
encouraging their ch11d to. read,
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possible effects of u iferences in reading comprehension upon the results
of the study, Administrative details, such as the sizes of the groups
taking the questionnaire, and the time of administration, were treated
locally by teachers and principals,

In addition to the 444 fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade questionnaire
respondents, 28 first-, second-, and third-graders from one school viere in-
terviewed individually by a member of the AIR staff. The questionnaire
format was used for the interviews, and probing questions were asked when-
ever the interviewer judged that a response warranted clarification.

One hundred twenty=-five Teacher Questionnaires were distributed to
eight elementary schools. Fifty-one teachers from seven schools responded
to the questionnaire, the number of participating teachers from each school
ranging from four to eleven. Administrative details, such as distributing
the questionnaires, and communicating deadlines for completion were treated
jointly by the AIR and RIF staffs, and the principals of the participating
scheaTs '

One copy of the Pr1nc1pa1 Questionnaire and one copy of the Librarian
Questionnaire were distributed to each of 28 schools participating in the
RIF'pregram, Seventeen librarians and 21 principals responded.*

Twentyﬁtwd jnterviews were held with parents of RIF participants, using
the Parent Questionnaire format shown in Appendix E.

Supplementary Procedures

In the covrse of designing the study, two questidﬁs arose in addition
to those treated by the quest1onna1ree. The first of these questions in-
volved whether or not RIF- benef1ted good readers more than poor readers.

An experiment was therefore de51gned in which teachers ass1gned students to
the upper and ldwer ha1ves of their c1asses in read1ng achievement, The
numbers of RIF books read by h?gh rated students were ‘then compared to the :
numbere of RIF books read by low-reted students. Add1t1ona1 deta11s of the
'exper1ment are presented in the Resu]t’ sect1on of this. repdrt (p. 41)

T3
After this report.was drafted the 1nvest1gator5 were. appr1sed that ndt a11
‘28 schools haJ)11brar1ane. Determination of the total number was” impossi-
ble before the report was printed.’ Computat1on of the amount by.which the
‘return rate for 11brar1ans exceeded 17/28, therefere was aTso 1mpdss1b1e.

15
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The second question led to an examination of the effects of weekly
visité to the homes of RIF recipients by Student Aides who listened to and
helped children read their RIF books, discussed various aspects of reading
with the children, responded to questions about the books and to requests
for additional books, and generally assumed the role of parties greatly
interested in the reading behavior of the RIF recipients. An experiment
was designed to compare the numbers of books read by children who received
the home visits from Student Aides to the nuimbers of books read by children
who did not receive tne visits. Telephone interviews were also held with
the Student Aides, in order to determine their opinions of the effectiveness

of the home visits.



RESULTS

Distribution

Books were distributed three times to each of the 28 participating ele-
mentary schools* during the school year beginning September 1970 and ending
in June 1971, The arrival of the RIF bookmobile was advertised by posters
1. the schools, announcements by teachers, and letters given to students
for delivery to their parents. Children were brought to the bookmobile by
class.and allowed to browse and select books of their choice. RIF staff
members and parent volunteers were available to help guide the students
through the bookmobile., During these distributions 59,109 free books were
given to children and 20,133 were purchased., Table 3 provides a summary of
~the number of beoks distributed: 212 parents and 403 teachers purchased
books, and nearly half of the students in the 26 schools in which books were
sold purchased 20,133 books,

Table 4 is a summary of the number and variety of available books by
reading level. Over 1,000 tities in a variety of content categories were
available to students in the RIF program.

*A list of participating scﬁacis is BE%§ented as Appendix F,



-TABLE 3

Summary of RIF Book Distribution
(September 1970 tc June 1971)

Purchased Books

Number of schools participating
Total Enrollment :

Number of children purchasing/
number of books

Number of teachers purchasing/
number of books

Number of parents purchasing/
\pumber of books
Total Purchasers
Total Books Purchased

Free Books
Number of schools participating
Total Enrollment

Number of books given to children
Number of books given to parents

Total Free-Bbqks

. TOTAL DISTRIBUTION




TABLE 4

RIF Books: Distribution of Titles Within
. ) *
Content Categories and Grade Levels

‘ Number of ' ,
Reading Content Number of
Level Categories Titles
1 7 n
2 24 161.

3 29 129
4 42 206
Vos 47 305

6 39 137
7 21 35

% S — S . - o - o
Numbers are based on March 1971 RIF Book List.



Student 0

uestionnaires

The major results of the Student Qﬁestionneire. summarized in Table 5,

were that:

1. Sixty-five percent of the 444 students in the sample reported

that they did "have a hard
Fun that [they] wanted to

time finding books at Reading is
read."”

2. Ninety-six percent of the students reported having had fun
reading the books that they chose.

3. Fifty-five percent of the

students reported having tried to

find, in the school library, books similar to their RIF

choices; and 54 percent as
adult to buy them more boo

4, E1ghty—n1ne percent of the
place to keep their books.

ked one of their parents or another
ks,

students reported having a special

5. About 70 percent of the students jndicated that they exchanged

books with friends: 73 pe

rcent reported having read friends'

books, and 68 percent reported having Toaned books to friends.

6. Ninety percent of the students reported that at least one

ether member of the1r fami

lies had read their RIF books.

7; of 667 respenses to the question,. “[Hh1ch] members of your

families read your books,

"% the maaor1ty (52 percent) ment1oned

~ siblings. Mothers were mentioned in 25 percent of the responses,
fathers in 11 percent, "other relatives" (including one dog!)

in 11 percent, and friends

8. Seventy—ene percent of the.
~.about their RIF hooks with

in 1 percent.

respondents said thet they talked
fr1ends. -

9, N1nety—three percent repnrted that they 11ke to reed

*The tctal number of" responses (667

). exceeded the tatal number of -respond-

ents (444) because many students gave more than one response to this

question.

20



TABLE 5

Student Questionnaive Swmmary

1;11? . f;;°f_"xff£

 Items: ;thbers 7 _Percentages
Yes No Yes | No
1. D1d you have a hard time f1nd1ng
books at Reading is Fun that you 290 154 65 35
- wanted to read? -
2. Do you have fun read1ng the books .
you picked out? 421 17 96 4
3. " Have you tr1ed to f1nd Dther books ]
1ike them in the 11brary? 243 201 55 45
74i Have you asked your mother or 7;7 A 3
father or other grown-up person to 241 203 54 46
buy you some more books? N L
5. Do you have a special place to ane | '
keep your bocks? 396 48 8 | N
§. 52:? gggkgg your friends read 300 144 68 32
7 s vou read their books? ' o DR I
7. Do you regd,the1r books? 326 | N8| 73 27
7 8. Have any. mEmbﬂrs -of yﬂur famlly '"—Wf, ; 1 ,,;' - 7
read your-books? -»49Q' : '44 ‘ 90 | 10
19, Do you talk about the baoks w1th ] | o
your friends? 3 316 | 128 71 29
}10. 'Do y6u;1%keft§‘read? B i , Sl
- ‘ ‘ 412 32 93 7
Item 8b. ‘ , k Hathes f%ﬁﬁhersi stblings Ri?iiwes VFfienés: o
r . far s ,;fsy; N di:" — I 1  .;,_::7 L
ier ebars of fontly e s | n|wr| 7|
sigﬁegg of total [667) respnnses to | },2755;" 11 52




Interpreting children's responses to questionnaires is difficult. The
results are undoubtedly influenced by respondents' perceptions of what con-

stitutes "socially acceptable” or "correct" responses, as well as by indi-
vidual differences in attitudes toward test-taking. The investigators are
generally inclined to present the results as they occurred, interpret mini-
mally, and let the reader draw his own conclusions. Despite this inclination,
and recognizing that objective verification of any single interpretation

would require a study comparable in magnitude to the present one, the inves-
tigators feel compelled to comment at least on overall trends and certain
pessible interpretations of the data.

Perhaps the most compelling impression given by the results of the
Student Questionnaire is that the RIF books receive considerabie circulation
beyond their immediate recipients, as indicated by the responses to the
questions on exchange of books between friends, and on family readership
of books. The actual number of readers of RIF books seems to be at least
double the number of recipients. Any evaluation of the RIF program in terms
of per-pupil costs should take this datum into account.

Another overall impression gi#en by the Student-Questionnaire results
is that the respondents do indeed enjoy owning and reading the RIF books,
as we11 as reading in general: In items 2 and 10, 96 percent of the respcn—
dents 1nd1cated that they had fun reading the RIF books, and 93 percent re-
ported 11k1ng to read; items 3 and 4 indicated that over half of the students
had actively sought to borrow or purchase additional books. Another indica-
tion of the value placed upon the RIF books by the recipients appears in
item 5: 89 percent of the respondents reported having a special place to
~ keep their books. | e | |

: The‘high proportion of affirmative responses to item 1 of the Student
QuestlnnnaTFE was somewhat surprising, and was 1n1t1a11y viewed by the in=

. vestigators as:a rather serious 1nd1ctment of the RIF program. A closer

l/exam1nat1on of the item, however, reveaied that it was extreme]y ambiguous
and, as ‘such, did not. pTDV1dE a solid basis far mak1ng JudngﬂtS about the -
program. The exact wording of the item was, “Did you have a hard time find--
ing books at Read1ng is Fun that you wanted to read?" - The ambigu1ty here
‘stems from: (1) the item's cgnta1n1ng at least two quest1cns ("Did you have
- a hard t1me f1nd1ng the RIF bgoks7“; and “D1d you have a hard time. f1nd1ng
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books that you wanted to read?"); and (2) multiple possible interpretations
of "hard time finding." Examples of two such interpretations are: "Were
specific titles or authors unavailable?"; and "Did you have difficulty se-
Jecting a book from the available ones?" Some clarification of this issue
was provided during the Student Interviews in which the questionnaire format
was used: Whenever a student indicated that he had had a hard time finding
a book that he wanted to read, he was asked to explain why this was so. In
almost every case the student reported that he or she had tried to find a
book on a specific topic (for example, a sports book for sixth graders, or

a "Peanuts" book), but was unable to do so. The 65 percent affirmative re-
sponse to item 1, therefore, appears to have been due, not to any shortage
of books, but to the students' inability to find books on a particular topic
~or field of interest. Additional analysis of the responses to this item
indicated that the students' fields of interest tended to become more spe-
cific with increased grade level. The percentages of affirmative responses
by gradé level were 60 percent for the fourth grade, 65 percent for the
fifth grade, and 74 percent for the sixth grade.

Student Interviews -

The results of the Student Interviews, summarized in Table 6, generally
paralleled the results of the Student Questionnaires., The most marked dis-
crepancy between.the two sets of data occurred in the responses to item 6:
"Have any of your friends read your books?" Whereas 68 percent of the .
quest%aﬁﬁaire'respgndents.answered this item affirmatively, only half of
the interviewces did so. The reason for this difference is unclear. On
the one hand, it may be that first-, second-, and third=-graders (who com-
prised;therinterviewrsamp1e),are simply more reluctant to loan their pos-
sessions to friends than are fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-graders (who com-
prisedvthe,questionnairE'samp1e). On the other hand, because of the small
sample size (n=28) for the interviews, the responses may not have been
representative of the data that would have been obtained using‘a larger -

- samples | o | '

Perhaps the primary value of the Student Interviews derived from the pos=

sibility of exploring the reasons that over half of the respondents repﬁrted
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TABLE 6

Student Intervmem Summary

Numbers Percentages
Items: : R N —
Yes No Yes No
1. Did you have a hard time f;hd1ng 7 ] -
: books at Read1ng is Fun that you 15 13 54 46
wanted to read’ _ ‘
2, Do you have fun reading the books 28 0 100 0

you picked out?

3. 7Have you tf%edrta find other books
like them in the library? 17 11 61 39

4. Have you asked your mother or
father or other grown-up person to 14 14 50 50
buy you some more books?

5. iDo you have a spec1al p]ace to

keep your books? 28 0 00| O
6. Have any of your fr1ends read » , . o .
© your books? 14 14 o >0
7. Do you read their books? . | 207 o ér 21 | 29
8. 'Have any members.of your family y | : ,
read your books? 22 6 7 21
| 9. Do you talk aﬂEﬁE the bguks with ) B - o 7
your friends? , 20 8 | 71 29
10. Do you like to read? sl ol 10! o
ItElTl 8b. Mothers | Fathers Sibﬁngs ?{gl‘igives
7 Other members of fam11y who read RIF N 9 - éﬁf o5 3
| _books. _______ _ (_T__Egé__g,_; R R R
Percent of total (40) responses to 1 og 5 N
item 8b. | . |22.5 v7.5 62.5 | 7.5
- 20
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naving had difficulty in finding books that they wanted to read. As indi-
cated in the discussion of the Student Queétionnaire responses { pp. 18-19),
this difficulty seemed not to be related to unavailability of books, but
rather to the students® inability to find books in their particular areas
of interest. This conclusion should, however, be regarded as tentative,
and additional interviews should be conducted in order to ascertain the
reasons for the reported difficulty.

Teacher Questionnaires

The Teacher Questionnaire was comprised of four kinds of items:

1. Five affirmative statements with which the teachers indicated
the extent of their agreement or disagreement on a five-point
rating scale, using a rating of one for strong disagreement,
and a rating of five for strong agreement.

2. Three close-ended, yes-or-no questions.

3. Two close-ended questions requiring numericai responses.

4. Seven open-ended questions.

. Summaries of the -teachers' responses to the rating-scale items and to the

clﬁse-ended quest10ns are presented in Tables 7 and 8. The mean ratings

in Table 7 reflect considerable agreement (mean rating = 4. .0) by the teach-
ers on the following propositions:

1. The RIF program increased students' enjoyment of books.

‘2. RIF helped to motivate students to read.

‘3. Ownership of books héaia positive effect on students.

4, RIF is worthwhile.

. The teachers agreed somewhat less strongly (mean rating = 2.75) that the

RIF program helped to improve the reading performance of their students.
The responses to the close-ended questions summarized in Table 8 are

" straightforward: :

1. Th1rty-n1ne of the 50 teachars (78 percent) who responded to
item 6 repcrted that \hey use the students’ RIF selections,
as part of the1r r]as:room abt1v1t1es. :
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TABLE 8
Teacher Questionnaire: Summary of Responses to Close-Ended Items

Percentages

Humbers

Y

} Yes | No Yes | No

6. 1 use RIF books the éhi1dr§ﬁ have
selected as a part of my class-
room activities.

39 | 11 78 | 22

7. I encourage my students to select
‘and read RIF books.

50 ] O 100 | O

8. Have-pargnts commeﬁted about the 9

 RIF program? 42 18 | 82

| H ;



2, A1l 50 teachers who responded to item 7 reported that they do
@ncourage their students to select and read RIF books.,

3. Nine of 51 teachers (18 pérgent) who responded to item 8
reported that parents had commented on the RIF program,

Only five teachers responded to the item, “approximate number of parents
making favorable comments." Determination of how many parents had commented
favorably on the program was therefore impossible. No unfavorable comments
were reported,

The open-ended items of the Teacher Questionnaire are discussed in the
following sections: |

How has RIF helped to motivate students to read?

- Eighteen teachers (35 percent of the sample of 51) did not respond to
this item. The 33 teachers who did respond provided one answer each.: Nine=-
teen (56 percent) of these responses indicated that the question had been
misinterpreted to ask "How do you know that RIF has increased students' mo=
tivation to read?" The responses to this item were therefore analyzed a
though it were two separate. items--the original item ("How has RIF he]pad
to motivate students to read?"), and the item as misinterpreted ("How do
you know that RIF has increased studants' motivation to read?"). Ail 14 of
the responses to the original jtem attributed increased motivation to read
to the high interest value, the novelty of the RIF books (as compared to
textbooks), or both. These responses imply a recognition by teachers that

- the RIF books, because they are different from and sometimes more interest-
. ing than textoooks, can serve as an important adgunct_to the schools' efforts
| to teach reading. -

As noted prev1ous1y, 19 teachers respunded to this item by citing 1n-
dicators of 1ncreased motivation to read., The most frequently mentioned
indicators were: ; | |

1. The Expressed'enthusiaém of students with respect to reading

the RIF books, owning them, or both (37 percent of the 19
responses). h

2. The voluntary exrhange of books between students (21 percent).



3. The teachers' observations that students actually read their RIF
books (16 percent).

The remaining 26 percent of the 19 }esponseé to the item as misinterpreted
were equally distributed among statements such as “Students want to read
more"; "Students show more interest in the 11brary“ and "Improved reading
camprehen51an.

Hnw has ownersh1p of RIF Faoks had a pas1t1ve effect on students?

Twenty-one teazhera (41 percent of the samPIE) did not respcnd to this
item. The majority of these were those teachers who did not strongly agree
with the original statement that "...ownership of books has a positive ef-
fect on my students."” The 30 teachers who did respond prcvided 31 responses,
of which pride in ownership was mentioned most frequently (14 of the 31 re-
$ponses, or 45 percent). . Development of responsibility or independence was)
mentioned in 23 percent (7 of 31 responises), z=nd increased enthusiasm for read-
ing in 13 pefcent‘(4 of 31) of the responses, Other positive effects men-
tioned by teachers included the desire of students to start their own libraries,
observat1ans that students read their RIF books dur1ng their free time, and--
in one case--decreased theft of school books. '

Three of the 31 responses (10 percent) to this item mentioned negative
effects of the ownership of books: One teacher indicated that some RIF
books were left in students' Tockers. Another hypothesized that any posi-
tive effects of the ownership of books were temporary--a rather safe assump-
tion, which could be appiied with equal validity to, say, food or clothing.
Aid one teacher noted that some children traded books for toys--a "negative
effect” anly if one focuses-on the recipient of the toy, rather than on the
recipient of the book. R

How do you use RIF bonks in class?

Recall that 39 teachers asserted that they do use RIF baaks in class,
Eleven indicated that they do not, and one teacher did not respond, (The
percentages here are 76, 22, and 2, respectively, of the 51- -teacher sample.)
The 39 teachers who indicated that they du use RIF books in class provided:
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44 responses to the question of how the books were used. These 44 resgénses
mentioned the following classroom uses of RIF books:

1. Teacher reads RIF books to pupils (12 responses = 27 percent
of 44).

2. Recreational reading (12 responses = 27 percent of 44),
3. Oral or written book reports (seven responses = 16 percent of 44),
4, As a basis for group discussion (six responses = 14 percent of 44).

5. As part of regular reading instruetiaﬁ (five responses = 11 percent
of 44).

6. As part of individualized reading instruction (two responses =
5 percent of 44). '

How do_you encad}age students toﬁs&Tectiand read RIF books?

This question was the second part of item 7 of the questionnaire:
"y encourage my students to select and read RIF books. _!;__Yes_ . No.
How?" One teacher did not respond to the first part of the item, A1l 50
teachers who did respond to the first part of the item indicated that they
do-eﬁcouraQE»their students to select and read RIF books, and provided a
total of 30 responses to the second part of the item. These 30 responses
indicated that the teachers used the following methods to encourage students
to select and read RIF books.

1. Discussing choosing RIF books in ciass (18 responses = 60 perceht'+
of 30). 7 }

2. Telling pupils about the importance and fun of read1ng (four
responses ~ 13 percent of 30),

3. Providing free time for read1ﬁg RIF books (three responses =
10 percent of 30). '

4. Giv1ng stars for readTng, making posters, and reading books
in class (five responses = 17 percent of 30).

26
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What were the favorable or unfavorable comments received from parents?*

Recall that only nine teachers indicated having received comments of
any kind from the parents of the RIF participants. Four of these nine did
not respond to the question of what kinds of favorable comments were re-
~ceived., The five teachers who did answer the question provided the follow-
ing responses:

1. Excellent reading material (two responses).
2. Favorably impressed by low cost (two responses).
3. Children look forward to receiving RIF books (one response).

As noted previously, no teachers indicated having received unfavorable com-
ments from parents.,

Do_you have any suggestions for improving the RIF program?

Thirty teachers (59 percent of the sample of 51) either indicated that
they had no suggestions for improving the program, or did not respond to
this item. That these teachers were not dissatisfied with the program can
probably be assumed. The 21 teachers who did respond to this item provided
the following suggestions for improving the RIF program: .

1. Teachers should be permitted to assist students in choosing

books ( six teachers = 29 percent of 21).
2. The bookmobile visits should occur more frequently (four
teachers = 19 percent of 21).

3. RIF should donate books to schools (three teachers = 14

percent of 21). ” '
4. The number of "high-interest, low=-vocabulary" boaks'shcuid
‘be increased (three teachers = 14 percent of 21).

5.. The selection of books of interéét»ta sixtﬁagrade girls
should be increased:(one teacher = 5 percent of 21).

6. Pupils should be given more time to se]ect bnoks (one

~teacher = ‘5 parcent).. 7 o |
“This quESt1on appeared as two 1temspon the questiqnnaire‘(see Appendix B).

1
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7. Teachers should be allowed to se1éct books for absent chiidren
(one teacher = 5 -percent).

8. The selection of cartoon books should be limited (one teacher =
5 percent).

9. The number of home v1s1t5 should be increased (one teacher =
5 percent).*

Principai Questiannaires

As with the Teacher Quest10ﬁna1re. the Principal Questionnaire was com-
pr1sed of rating-scale, close-ended, and open-ended items. The rating=-scale
items consisted of six affirmative statements with which the principals
were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement on a five-point scale,
.using a rating of one for strong disagreement and a rating of five for
strong agreement. Summaries of the principals' responses to the rating-
scale items aréipresented in Table 9. The ratings indicate considerable
agreement (mean rat*ng * 4,25) on all of the foilowing propositions:

1. They would like to see the RIF program continued in their

schools.

2. The RIF program increased the variety of books ava11ab]e
to students in their schools.

3. The RIF‘prﬁgram encouraged students to read more.
4, The RIF program helped deve?np an enjoyment of reading in
students,
5. The teachers suppart the RIF prugram.
The pr1nc1pals also agreed (mean rating = 4.0) that RIF increased the 1nters
action between the school and parents.

The open=- and c1ese—ended “items of the Principal Questionnaire are dis~
cussed in the following sections:

The tata]s of-repqrteﬁ,percentaggg'da not equal 100 in some cases, because
of rounding. o , ' . :
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j

Why would you like to see RIF continued?

i Four principals (19 percent of the sample of 21) did not respond to
this item. The 17 principals who did respond provided one answer each,
The 17 responses reflected the following reasons for continuing RIF:

1. Importance of owning books (nine responses = 53 percent of 17).

2. Importance of reading books other than those available from
school (five responses = 29 percent of 17).

3. Maintenance of students' enthusiasm for RIF (three responses =
18 percent of 17).

Suggested changes in RIF,

Ten principals did not respond to this item, and two responded by say-
'ing that no change was necessary. Five principals suggested expanding the
program, by increasing the frequency of bookmobile visits, or extending it
to other grades. Une may assume, therefore, that 17 principals (81 percent
of 21) were not dissatisfied with the program. Four respondents suggested
the following changes in the program:

1. Permit teachers to help pupils select books (two responses).

2, Publicize K°F more (one response),

3. "Change personnel" (one response).

- How did RIF increase ‘interaction between parents and school?

Three of the 21 principals (14 percent) did not respond to this item,
and one (5 percent of 21) réspanded by saying that he had observed no evi-
dence of increased interaction. Three principals (14 percent of ?1) indi-
cated that "too few" parents had assisted in the distribution of books.
Thus, a total of seven respondents (33 percent of 21) did not mention or
were not particularly impressed with the extent to which RIF had increased
interaction between the school and parents. 0Of the remaining'14 principals
(67 pércenf of 21) eight (38 percent of 21) indicated that parents had '
helped to distribute RIF books, and six (29 percent of 21) mentioned
parents' awareness of the program as indicated by telephone and face-~to~-face
comments, | |

34°



In_what ways do you believe that RIF encouraged students to read?

Four principals (19 percpnt of 21), all of whom did not strong?y agree
that RIF had encouraged children to read, did not answer this question,
The 17 principals who did answer provided the following k1nds of responses:

1. Freedom of choice encauraged reading (nine responses = 53 percent
of 17). '

2. Children were observed exchanging RIF books (three responses =
18 percent of 17),

3. Children ware observed readlng RIF books (two responses = 12
percent of 17).

4. The novelty of RIF books as compared to school books enccuraged
reading (one response = 6 percent of 17).

5. Teachers encouraged children to read RIF books (one response)

6. Ch11dren wrote reports on RIF books (one response).

How did teachers support RIF?
" Two principals (9.5 percent of 21) did not respond to this item. The
19 principals who did respond mentioned the following weys in which teachers
supported RIF:
1. Conducting class discussions and requiring book reports (five
responses = 26 percent of 19). '
2. Cooperating with program activities and personnel (five
resnonses = 26 percent of 19),

3. Encouraging pupi]sigb read (four respanses = 21 percent of 19),

4. Encouraging pupils to share RIF books (three responses = 16
percent of 19).

5, éuying books for "reading corner" (one response = 5

~-  percent of 19),

6. Shawing interest in pupils® selections (one response =
5 percent of 19). |



‘What does _your school do to 1nform the students about the Reading is Fun

. program and_ Reading is Fun days?

!

A11 21 principals answered this item, providing a total of 31 responses.
The responses were as follow:

1.

[an]
°

Parents’

Written announcements to parents (11 responses = 35 percent
of 31),

Posters in school, leaflets to children (nine responses =
29 percent of 31),

Announcements by teachers in class (five responses = 16
percent of 31), |

Announcements via the school intercom (three responses =

10 percent of 31),

Announcements at PTA meetings (one response = 3 percent

of 31). . .
Community newspaper (one response = 3 percent of 31).

"Nothing specific" (one response = 3 percent of 31).

comments about RIF,

Fourteen principals (67 percent of 21) responded affirmatively to the
question, "Have you received many comments from parents on the RIF program?"
The remaining seven principals (33 percent) said no. The results of the
inquiry into the number and nature of favorable and unfavorable comments

were as follow:

1.
2.

No unfavorable comments were reported,
The number of favorable comments could not be determined because
some of the principals used non-quantitative estimates (for exam-
ple, "many," "few") in their responses.

The 14 favorable comments reported by the principals all consisted
of expressions of appreciation for the program,

Two principa]sareparfed having received questions from parents:
One mother wondered whether RIF would be continuad next year,
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and another asked whether children who were absent on the day-
of a bookmobile visit could still receive books.

- Librarian Questionnaires

The Librarian Questionnaire was comprised of five rating-scale items,
twe close-ended, yes~or-np questjons, and two open-ended questions. As
with the Teacher and the Principal Questijonnaires, the rating-scale items
of the Librarian Questionnaire consisted of affirmative statements with
which respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement on
a scale from one (strong disagreement) to five (strong agreement). The re-
sults of the 1ibrarians' responses to the rating-scale items are shown in
Table 10. Most agﬁeement (mean rating = 4.25) was found on the two proposi-
tions:

1. The RIF program helped to motivate students to read more.

2. OveraTT, the RIF program had been successful,

Slightly less agreement (mean rating = 4.0) was found with respect to the
propositions: .
1. RIF increased the variety of books available to students.

2. RIF helped develop an enjoyment of reading in students,

Finally, the 1ibrarians assigned a mean rating 3,50 -~ midway between
“neutra?“ and "agree" -- to the_proposition that the RIF program had helped
to increase the circulation of the schools' library books.

Thirteen of the librarians (76 percent of the sample of 17) responded
affirmatively to the question, "Do you feel the RIF program has helped you
attain any of your goals regarding the school library?" The remaining four
librarians (24 percent) said no,

The 13 librarians who indicated that RIF had helped to achieve library
goals gave the following reasons for their assertion:

1. RIF stimulated students' interest in reading (six responsas =

46 percent of 13), ‘ -
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2. Students withdrew library books with topics related to their
RIF books (two responses = 15 percent of 13).

3. Circulation of library books increased concommitantly with
introduction of the RIF program (two responses = 15 percent
of 13). :

4, The RIF program provided summer reading material for students
(one response = 8 percent of 13).

5. Students wrote reports on RIF books (one response = 8
percent of 13).

6.  RIF increased the variety of books available to students
(one response = 8 percent).

In response to the question on whether or not RIF had inhibited the
attainment of library goals, four librarians (24 percent) responded affir-
matively, T2 (71 percent) responded negatively, and one (6 percent) did not
respond. Two of the four librarians who asserted that RIF inhibited attain-
ment of their libraries' goals did not respond to the question of how this
inhibition was accomplished. Of the remaining two, one indicated that the
competition from RIF had caused decreased circulation of her school's
library books, and one asserted that RIF should donate books to libraries.

Paren;,Qggs;ignnaires

The Parent Questionnaire was comprised of ten close-ended, yes=or=no
questions, and several open-ended items., The major results of the close-
ended items, summarized in Table 11, were as follow:

1. Ninety-one percent of the Ez—ﬁarent sample reported that their
children had read the RIF selections.

2. Thirty-two percent of the parents were able to recall at least
one title of an RIF book that her child had read. These seven
parents were able to recall a total of 14 titles of their
children's favorite RIF books,

3. Seventy-three percent of the parents reported that they had
read or laoked through their chiidren’s RIF books.
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TABLE T

Parent Questionnaire: Summary of Responses to Close-Ended Items

Items: | Number§ B Egrgentéggg
. Yes ‘No Yes No
1. Did your child read the books he se1ected 20 2 91 9
in Reading is Fun? , — 91 :
2. ’uu ycu know the t{£7és of the books?* 4;7 15 3 WﬁEE
3. Have you read or looked through your T -
~ child's books? 16 6 73 27
4. Does your ch11&4éﬁgny the Reading is o 7, 7 o ,
Fun books? 20 2 91 9
5. Does your ch11d enjoy owning the Read1ng - .
is Fun books? 20 2 91 9
6. Does he keep thrm in a spec1a1 p]ace? 20 7 P 91 | 9
7. Does your rh11d have a spec1a1 place to ) - i
read? _ 12 10 55 45
8. ‘Does yaur ch11d read more than he used
to read? - 21 1 95 5
9. Does he 11ke to taTk abaut the books . - o -
with you? 16 6 73 | 27
iD- ;Do you th1nk the Read1ng is Fun program o -
has helped your child? 22 0 100 0

*Item 2b: Number of titles mentioned = 14.



Ninety-one percent of the parents reported that their children
A. Enjoy reading the RIF books,

B. Enjoy ovn1ng the RIF books, and

C. Keep their RIF books in a special place,

Fifty-five percent of the parents indicated that their ch11dren
have a spacial place to read.

Ninety-five percent of the parents reported that their children
read more than they used to (before the introduction of- RIF).
Seventy-three percent of ‘the parents indicated that their
children Tiked to discuss their RIF books with them.

AT1 22 parents thought that the RIF program had helped their

children in some way.
5

Nine of the parents (41 percent) specified reasons why their children
enjoyed reading their RIF books:

1.

‘2.

5.

Because he or she enjoys reading to others in the family
“(three responses = 33 percent of nine).

Because reading the books gives them something different
to do (three responses = 33 percent of nine).

Because he or she likes to read all books (one response =
11 percent on nine),

Because he or she likes what the characters do and say
(one response = 11 percent).

Because reading RIF books is "voluntary" (one response =

- 11 percent).

E1ghteen parents (82 percent) responded to the question, "How has the
Read1ng is Fun program helped your child?" The following classes of an-

‘swers were given:

T

By 1ncreas1ng the chilren's interest. 1n reading, as evidenced
by an increase in the amount of read1nq done, verbal expres-
sions of enthusiasm for RIF, or both (14 responses = 78 percent

" of 18).
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2. By supplying books other than textbooks for children to read

(three responses = 17 percent of 18).
3. By increasing the child's knowledge about a particular topic
(one response = six percent).

When asked to give a general opinion of RIF, all 22 parents exprassed
appreciation for the beneficial effects of the program or provided other
favorable comments; that is, no unfavorable opinions were offered. by the
parents. The following five remarks were selected randomly from the par-

ents' comments:

1. "It helped all my chiidren read better."”

2, "I think the program is good."”
3. "Fine. 1 think the aides did well under the circumstances."
4. "I like it fine. Wish it would continue. It improves his

reading."
5. "I liked it. Really did. The children loved John (the Student
Aide). Looked forward to his visit."

The parents' unanimously favorable opinion of RIF was further substan-
tiated by their answers to the question on suggestions feor improving the
program. Fourteen parents (64 percent) made no suggestions for improvement.
A1l eight parents (36 percent) who did suggest improvements recommended
continuation or expansion (increasing the frequency of home visits, for
example) of the program.

gffegts of Home Visits

As indicated previously, a part of the Pittsburgh RIF program consisted

of visits to the homes of some of the RIF participants by Student'Aides,

who performed a variety of functions presumably appropriate to increasing
children's interest in reading for pleasure. ‘Each of seven aides made one
visit per week to the home of each of his or her assigned students for six
or, in some cases, seven consecutive weeks.' A11 students who received the
visits were from Letsche School, Because of the extra costs and efforts

involved in the home visits, a qﬁestiqn naturally arises as to whether the
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‘efforts of the Student Aides were demonstrably effective. An experiment
.was designed to answer this question,

An experimental group of 29 first- through sixth-graders who received
home visits, and a control group of 29 first- through sixth-graders, receiv-
ing no visits, and matched with vespect to grade-levels, were selected. In
order to make the groups cemparable in terms of the number of RIF books re-
ceived by each student, all subjects who had received more or less than six
books were discarded from the sample. This procedure resultbd in. seven de-
Tetions from the experimental (home visits) group, and eleven from the con-
trol (no home visits) group. Thus the two groups used in the experiment
consisted of 22 experimental subjects and 18 control subjects, each of whom
had received six RIF books.

Individual interviews were conducted with each subject in both groups,
during which a member of the AIR staff asked the students several questions
about the contents of their books. The questions focused on the books' main
-characters, how the stories ended, and what the books were about, The re-
sulting interview protocols were reviewed by the Letsche School librarian,
who was familiar with all of the subjects® books, and who made a determina-
tion as to how many of the books each subject had read cemp]ete1y, and how
mary books each student had started but not completed. The librarian was
not apprised of which subjects had or had not received the home visits.

The mean number of books read by the experimental group was 3,1, as
compared to a mean of 1.6 for the controls. A one-tailed Mann-Whitney U
test (Siegel, 1956) was used to analyze the data generated by the procedures
described above. The difference between the mean numbers of books read by
~the two groups was found to .be stat15t1ca]1y significant at the .975 level
- of confidence (p = ,025).*

- An anaiysis identical to the one performed on the mean numbers of books
. read by the two groups was performed fnr'thg-meén numbers of books started
but not completed by members of the experimental and control groups.  In
this case, the respective means were .81 and .75, the difference between
which proved not to be statistica]?y significant (p> .5).

A E_va]ue of 025 means that the odds against the results of the exneriment
hav1ng cccurred by chance are 40:1.
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The results of the two analyses described above clearly demonstrate
that the home visits: :
1. Affected significantly the mean number of books read by the
beneficiaries of the home visits, as compared to the number
of books read by children receiving no visits,

2. Had no effect upun the mean number of books started but not
completed by the two groups., '

Additional insights into the effects of the home visits were provided
by interviews with the Student Aides. All seven Student Aides responded
affirmatively to questions as to whether they believed the home visits to
have been effective., The aides cited several indicators of the effective-
ness of the visits, including positive comments from families of RIF parti-
cipants, children's enthusiasm, noticeably improved reading skills, and
voluntary reading in addition to reading RIF books,

- The aides agreed that the Program was not particulariy effective witna
parents, but--naturally--was more effective for some parents than for others.
Some parents were never present during the aides' visits,

'Among the techniques used by the Student Aides during the visits were
reading and discussing the books, having children write and Took up words
that they didn't know, taking turns reading with the children, and reading
the whole book first and then having the child read it. Two of the seven
aides emphasized the importance of Peiating.the contents of books to tangi-
ble everyday experience, and provided unequivocal evidence of their belief
in this principle: One of the two aides took his RIF charge horseback rid-
ing after they had read A Pony for Marly. The other of the two aides lent
substance to the contents of an e]émentary botany book by helping his reader
rdise a tomato plant. : '

-~ When asked what changes they would make in the home-visit aspects of
RIF, the aides suggested the following modifications:
1. Increased pay for Student Aides.
" 2,  None. ‘ ,
3. Change the place of the’ visits, because some homes were "...so
bad that there wasn't anyplace I could sit down and read with
the children.”
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4. Fewer reports and meetings with RIF administrators, and more™
visits with children.

5. More training for the Student Aides.

A1 seven aides agreed that the home visits should be continued; their
comments as to why included:

1. "Most of the kids really needed some help."

2. "The parents were requesting that it be continued."

3. "It should be continued and expanded....even take it to

different areas, not just poverty kids."
4. "It was a good experience for me besides for the kids."

The interview data, coupled with the results of the exper1menta1 com-
'par1sgns. perm1t little doubt as to the effectiveness of the home v1s1ts.

&

Effects of High and Low Reading Ach1evement

As mentioned in the Method section of this report, a question arose
as to whether the RIF program would benefit good readers more than poor
readers, An experiment, identical in all respects but one to the study of
homa-visit effects, was designed to answer this question. The difference
between the two éxperiments was, of course, in the basis for assigning sub-
Jjects to the two groups. In the present experiment the two groups were
formed on the basis of teachers' 5udgments as to whether each subject was
in the upper or lower half of his or her class in- réading'achievement As
in the previous experiment, all subjects whn received more or less than c<ix
books were discarded from the sample, with the Tibrarian determ1n1ng how
many RIF books-each subgect ﬂad read completely, and how many books had been
begun but not completed. Ths two comparison groups in this case cons1sted
of 16 students assigned by their teachers to the upper halves of their
classes in rzading achievement, and of 24 students ass1aned to the lower

ha1ves.
The mean number of baoks read by the uppe?—half group was 2,7, as com-

pared to 2.4 for the 1awer-haif graup. The former *group began ‘but did not
complete a mean of .81 books; the lower-half group, .75 baqks. Mann=Whitney

Ty

4S5



U tests showed neither of these differences to be statistically significant
(p> .4. The assumption that RIF differentially affects good readers and

poor readers--at least 1n terms of numbers of books read, or numhers begun
but not completed--seems unwarranted,

Ancillary Data

In a1l studies which depend on data from a variety of sources, the
data from some sources prove less illuminating than data from others. The
pPresent study was no exception. Three kinds of data were obtained which
provec to be of little value for evaluating the extent to which RIF objec=-
tives were being met.

The Student Aides wrote summary reports of each of their home visits.
The reports were in all cases conscientiously prepared and interesting to
read. They described extremes of success (one child who was "too shy" to
read aloud durihg the first visit read an entire book aloud during the next
visit) and of failure (nobody home at the appointed hour), but very few con-~
sistent trends could be chbserved, Notable exceptions to this absence of
consistent trends were the uniform optimism and self-satisfaction of the
aides, and in the great majority of cases, the enthusiasm of the children
about the visits and the books. Fortunately the Student-Aide reports were
not #ssential to an examination of the effectiveness of home visits, which -
was amply demonstrated by the previously reported experimental comparison.
The investigators are therefore inclined to agree with the Student Aide who
expressed the opinion that aides should spend less time writing reports,
and more time making home visits,

Book reports were solicited from students in the participating schools.
Three-hundred-thirty reports were received from 20 schools with a total en-
rollment of abcut 4600. The investigators have spent many delightful hours
reading'the reports, which in the final analysis wzre found to contain very
little information relevant to an evaluation of progress toward RIF goals.
Predictably, the reports were of highly variable quality, ranging from per-
fectiy grammatical prose on the one hand to verbatim copying of a book's
contents on the other.” Whenever the writers of the book reports commented
on how they liked their books, the comments were favorable--also a predictable



outcome, as most of the reports were written voluntarily. Whether or not
the writing of book reports helps to make rzading fun seems highly debatable--
even if the writing is “voluntary."”

Finally, the question of possible differential effects of the RIF pro-
gram upon good and poor readers arose in another context: Given the oppor-
tunity to purchase new books for 10¢ each, would good readers buy more books
than poor readers? To answer this question a comparison was performed be-
tween the mean numbers of books purchased by two groups of Baxter School
fourth- and sixth-graders assigned by their teachers to the upper or lower
halves of their classes in reading achievement. The mean number of books
purchased by the 25 subjects who éomprised the upper<half group was 4.4,
as compared to 3.3 for the 26 subjects in the lower-half group. Results
of a Mann-Whitney U test showed this difference to be significant at the
_+93 level of confidence (p = .07). The reasons for this difference are
ﬁnc]ear, Studies should be performed to determine the reasons why high~rated
readers bought more books than low-rated readers, and to permit inference about
the direction of causality--for example, do low-rated readers buy fewer books
because they are poor readers, or are they poor readers because they buy
fewer books? One might find that the parents of high-rated readers are more af-
fluent than the parents of low-rated readers--in which case consideration might
be given to abandoning the current RIF practice of charging for books,

Finally, one might ask whether a statistically significant difference be-

tween 3.3 books and 4.4 books really has sufficient practical significance
to warrant procedural changes in the ?ittsburgh RIF program, or additional
studies,



RECOMMENDAT IONS

Several action recommendations, none of which involve extensive changes
in current RIF operating procedures, can be made on the basis of the evalu=
ation reported herain:

1. jhé:Rjttsburah,RIF program should be continued or expanded.

Many benefits seem to have been pro:ilagated by the prcgram.-with no
noticeable undesirable side effects. The investigators, therefore, recom-
mend that it be continued. Several suggestions for improving the RIF pro-
gfam were made by members of the questionnaire samples and by the Student
Aides. The only suggestions that occurred with great frequency were for
continuing and expanding the program.

The investigators are inclined to minimize suggestions for more teacher
participation in students' selection of books, and for RIF to donate books
to schools. The first of these suggestions seems at odds with stated RIF
objectives: Increasing teacher participation would probably decrease soma
children's freedom to select books. The second suggestion may have merit,
but may also be at odds with RIF objectives: Donating books to schoouls
might increase motivation to read, but would not increase student ownership
of books., This is a problem in priority~-assignment, which the RIF staff
will have to solve. '

2. The home visits should be continued or expanded.

The home visits were particularly effective in motivating the children
to read. Twice as many books were read by children who received visits
than by children who did not. The question of why the home visits were ef= -
fective is one which the present study was not designed to answer, and on
which every reader of this report probably will have an opinion. 1In weighe«
ing these opinions, the RIF staff should consider that the home visits may
have been the only part of the Pittsburgh RIF progriam in which the actual
reading behavior of students was closely and frequently followed by pleasant
consequences. Consistent reinforcement is a sufficient condition for the
occurrence of learning. If the enjoyment of reading is related to the
ability to read, then the RIF staff should explore all possible avenues for

e



attaching positive, immediate, and frequent consequences to students® read=
ing behavior, because only by doing so will it be possible to teach children
that reading is fun. An obvious 1mp11cation here is that books might be
used as reinforcers for reading behavior; that is, the acquisition of a book
might be made contingent upon demonstrating that another book has been read,
Obtaining evidence that reading behavior has occurred requires the involve-
ment of a party other than the reader--which, once again, may be taﬁen as

an argument for the expansion of home visits. ‘

At the risk of belaboring the obvious, the investigators wish to empha=
size the point that is being made here: The RIF staff is directly engaged
in the business of modifying behavior. Efficient behavior modification
involves:

A. Specifying exactly the behavior (not just feelings) that

one is' attempting to produce.-

B. Providing conditions that will permit or cause the occur-

rence of the desired behavior.

C. Providing frequent reinforcement (pleasant consequences)
for the desired behavior,

Two questions must be answered:
A. What behavior will be taken as evidence of the occurrence
of reading? .
B. How can the desired behavior be reinforced, once it has
occurred?

Once these questions are answered, half the battle of teaching children to
enjoy reading will have been won. Notice the implications of this discus-
sion for all facets of RIF activities. On home visits: Shall we leave
Student Aides to their own devices in dealing with children? Or could

better results be achieved by training Student Aides in principles of be-
havior modification? On bookmobile visits: What behavior is reinforced when
the children are given books=-reading behavior or being at the appointed
place at the appointed time? Qn RIF objectives: What behavior are students
who "enjoy reading” or are "motivated to read" expected to demonstrate?
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The considerations disrussed above lTead to a third recommendation:

i 3. Ongoing efforts_to 1ncrease _the Spec1ffc1ty of RIF objectives shou1d
be continued,

As implied in the previous recommendation, particular emphasis should
be given to specifying the behavior associated with each program objective,
Mager's (1962) program is an excellent source of information on specifying
behavioral objectives. Future evaluations of RIF should bagin with speci-
fication of objectives before the to-be-evaluated activities are performed,
Such an approach would serve to sharpen the focus of RIF activities, and to
increase the objectivity of the evaluation.

4. The parent objectives should be reviewed and modified to capitalize
upon the good will created by the RIF program.

Indications were obtained that the RIF parent objectives were not being
met as well as ‘the student and teacher objectives. The parent objectives
involve a behavior modification problem of extreme difficulty-~a problem for
the solution of which the Pittsburgh RIF budget is probably insufficient.

The parent objectives should, therefore, be reviewed in order to determine
if modifications or deletions are desirable, Should RIF, for example, de-
vote part of its resources to trying to increase parents' motivation to

read? The investigators think not, Notice, however, that all parents in

the sample either made no suggestions for the improvement of RIF, or sug-
geeted expand1ng the programs and no parents commented unfavorably. The. 2
parents represent a pctent1a1 menpouer pool which is in basic agreement with
RIF goals and activities. The RIF staff should, therefore, consider possible
weys to-capital<ze upon and increase the annd will they have created, S2t-
isfied parents could serve as volunteer Student Aides, for example.

5. The reason for. two-th1rds of the students hav1nq reported that they

had a “hard time" f1nd1ng RIF books that they wanted to reed should

be explored in depth, in order to determine causes of the reported

difficulty. |

This could probably be accomplished by informal interviews with a sma11
number of children who responded affirmatively to the first item of the Stu=
dent Questionnaire. If these interviews indicate that the book topics are
not consistent with students' interests, then attempts should be made to
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generate interest profiles for the various grade levels as a basis for

- future book purchasing by RIF. These profiies'shcuid not be generated
solely on the basis of students' verbal reports. Rather, primary consid-
eration should be given to the kinds of books purchased by students.

6. The ten-cents-per-book policy should be examined in_light of the

finding that high-rated readers bought more books than low-rated

readers.

Experimental investigations of this issue would be interesting but
costly., Therefore, no additional research is recommcnded., Rather, the
RIF staff ard Board of Directors should decide whether or not to continue

the ten-cents-per-boock policy by discussing:

A. VWhether any children--high-rated or low-rated readers--
are being denied access to books because of the policy.
Teachers' opinions should be solicited on this issue.

[wn]
.

Is the 25 percent difference between the numbers of books
purchased by high-rated and low-rated readers of suffi-
cient importance to warrant procedural changes in the
program?
C. To what extent is income from the sale of books necessary
for continuing the work of RIF?
7. Book reports from students and home-visit reports from Student Aides

. should not be used in future evaluations of RIF,

) In their present form these reports may provide useful management data
for the prcgrom staff, but are of little vaiue in evaluating progress itoward
RIF objectives. a
8. Subsequent evaluations of RIF should include comparisons between the .

reading behavior of program participants and non-participants.

Such an evaluation might be more costly than the present one, but could
provide unequivocal evidence of the benefits of RIF,

o1
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Appendix A

Student Questionnaire

o



STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Neme _ — ,f: School ;§f€i,,4§:;7' e Ko

. (Check one)
1. Did you have;a hard time finding books at Readirg is

. Fun that you wantad ?ﬁ?liffﬁigx: yas No
Yes

2. Do you have fun reading tha books you picked out? Y Yes __No
3. Have you tried to find other books 1ike them in the o
1ibrary? __Yes “ No
‘4, Hava you asked your mother or father or other grown=up ;
person to buy you some more books? ‘ ___Yes . “ No
5. Do you have a speciéirp1ace to keep your books? “Yes No
J. Have any of your friends read your books? ““Yes __No
7. Do you read their books? | “ Yes __No
8. Have any members of your family read your books? 755 Yes __ No
Mho? _AidKe . _
9. Do you talk about the books with your friends? ___Yes _“No
10. Do you like to read? ‘ L Yes ‘No
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Appendix B

Teacher Questionnaire
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1.

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

: Name __  _ . I Grade and School _ﬁ%&g&:{diﬁ cr

Sevomgd Crade

Please circle the number that best expresses your judgment:

Strongly ' Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  Agree

I think the RIF program has
helped to improve the reading | 2 @
performance of my students.

I believe the RIF program
has increased the students® 1 2 3
enjoymant of books.

I think RIF has helped to ’

.motwate my studﬁn ts to read. 1 2 3

Jﬁj/ff.«;.,s %Jiﬁ _ éaggf_f _
o tand 2 resd -

I think the ownership of books ’ .

has a positive effect on my 1 2 3 5
students. ,

How? ,g;/uﬁ[ﬁ’fﬂr;f L hof o7
,,Drza/é e 7%45’ f&?é

r:*éf?i.
I be'heve the RIF program is 7 .
worthwhile. ] 2 3 4 @

I use RIF books the ch'i'ldren have s 1ected as a part of my classroom
activities. _L-~Yes _ |

How? ,Dcxff}?t—? 5745«’:"::! Ac’éff‘ f f”‘f‘e?.ﬁ/ 2. -,Daf" 7"/4’5'3? d’/
Sgrgré/.f;g/ég 74 !&;/K ,;,f;ﬁ fsz)éfs;/ .:fs::?’ é‘:fré_rf/

5’;’?/;!}1’

I encourage my students to se]ect and read RIF books. s ___No
- How? _!a_ 57/ e Fhe sz @ Chaozde 3 ‘,_S“féész A s

Sos b mﬂ%ﬁ arnd 7%/& ;:?éagf-?[ 72?“;5:?? ,::?74’74:';—.
reads ‘:?f j?" 7 39 (over)
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Have parents commented about the RIF program? __Yes _ﬁjém/

Approximate number of parents making favorable comments:

What were the comments? ___ ) — e

Approximate number of parents making unfavor‘ab'le comments: , o
What were the comments?

Do you have any suqgestions for improving the RIF pmqram"

.EL wiou [ /f/f-‘-'* 7o  See 74/:755 ﬁfefc‘?f}:?m ]
ﬂ){@g friere .A{é'é?/é’g é?fé'f/fé'é/c‘i '/74': }‘éc‘fé’é’«/ff'f:s
7’*::4'*‘ 74/75,,; ,QV/QSS al R a2 7 4"&?‘;"5!&’3 s /é’];f;:;?
L4 e 2 f?/{f”ég?/fc"fﬁ/ '74::»’ ﬁ;féfff g?ﬁ
£8/§aﬁ/ e ?‘%écﬁ'ff"i zégfz;:?:-f—'g;?x?zs; 7[45’.«:; f‘z?/az;
ﬁggff;nj Hbe LBoot Ho f"'f.f"f’s?é’/ 745’/f7 %fﬁsegf

56
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Appendix C

Principal Questionnaire



= .

4.

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE
Name _ , — . School _ S:.Ae; /

Please circle the number that best expresses your judgment,

Strongly | 7 Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree _Agree
I would 1ike to see the Reading 7 :
1s Fun program continued in my ) 2 3 5
school. :
Why? i .

Suggested changes: _

_l'F ‘Hlfﬂ.. AS h‘\L-fL Ae(@

'F‘f;,m ‘1"’\& .Spinén_fjﬂ; e I?E/ (‘_‘J’l (rlfff’r\ Sc’,{?(?g bi"a ii‘;f
Cﬂ’e L{-p i??!?r:brs .shm,:({ [J'—Pfsf:"n"i(z/iﬁ\uﬂﬂ 'faa#h boeNs much Tos
r ther.
The RIF program increases the ©F Tor ditfieult € _
variety of books available to 3 2 3 . 5 o
students in my school. wWe have « vevy goed VarweFy ot boeks
in our School Zér:qr;r 7 :
I believe the RIF program has 7
fncreased the interaction be= 1 2 3 0 5

tween the school and parents,
In what ways? Sen

‘Qannt?, helped with
"ﬂu. c[:s‘f‘nbw?‘,cﬂl,f‘ﬂns‘f‘ é"f‘
*Lc_rwarh fe)l 12 The awde

who s hel a PQrfﬂ+ 2 £ chilfren
in JSchller _

I believe the RIF program has - | N
encouraged students to read more, 1 2 3 4 5

"Why? | 7!.{,, _weve | : ‘
Eﬂfoul’ﬂygo( 7“& réqd' ’)LAC“”?- e'ma,{-‘;

bq 'Hu,lr' *f‘SQLArF‘ @L{:‘_

'tfi zA(rﬁ‘ Q] Wy y; Eﬂ:@;“—'ﬁ?é 58
c,.i\;l.(re;- ‘h feso/ ' ’

(over)
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6. Teachers in my school support
the RIF program, 1 ' 2 3

How? 7 couyamina.the G ';f e
7 YN <
4o _reed ¢nd shore.

their ééakﬂrj7éujn;;w;r;e ..

pet pecritied do heln c.mdm select bocks.

7. What doas your school do to 1nfoﬁn the students about the Reading is Fun
program and Reading 1s Funw days?

7 PDS"?(F,T; ke Sﬁtul{pﬂié . 7%"6(‘(_/::* - Nunilo
7 ra 77

s 7@1{527;{575‘;,#:1,“1, —— — e e

5. I believe the RIF program has . ,
helped develop an enjoyment 1 2 3 5
of reading in students.
(Y

8. Have you received many comments from parents on the RIF pt*qu‘am? ___Yes y_’ No

Favorable
Approximately how many? @qf" fjgarefdj are. qthfAe,f:; -~

" Nature of comments: T Anse uchs he Ibeﬂ/ distebade
_ were Ve A7 ryf!*cf;dfc[, _and. gfn;‘f‘l\ Miﬁ;‘?‘q; & ,ng-l%
Lég nr‘b 4ra s Pe’:j‘frjé cgm,,m,;,d;,/’::{an;m,é{}z 0 :1;'; ,VFLE n

> S - qsped. 7
Unfavorabie ,
Approximately how many? ______ - e e
Nature of comméntss _______ T T LY SRR IO

& The A [;{f‘(ng enthusiasm w43 more eVideatl— THhen

pqren‘f;\.'ﬁl{fnﬁ (7[4( give chddren money, 1o 5*‘{/
+he beo s ’Fféﬂ-“ﬁf_ heo R iﬂaé/ei , ¥

59 ]
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Appendix D

Librarian Questionnaire
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5.

6.

LIBRARIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Name . 00 ‘School _ EB @fijClL,,,i,

‘Please circle the number that best expresses your judgment.

Strongly 7 Strongly Don't
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree _ Agree Know

I believe the RIF program has ;
increased the variety of books 1 2 3 4 (ié:)
available to students in my

school, i

crease the circulation of 1 2 3 4
our own school library books. o

I believe the RIF program has o . (i:)
5

I believe RIF has helped in- - <i;)
5

helped to motivate students 1 2 3 4

1n my school to read more.

I believe the RIF program has ' (i;)
4

helped develop an enjoyment 1 2 - 3
of reading in students in my
school,

Overall, I believe the RIF 7 7 7 "
program has been successful. 1 2 3 4 (Ei)

Do you feel the RIF program
has helped you attain any of
your goals r d;qard1ﬁg the school
library? ,“7Yes __ No

If yes, p]ease l1ist how: _

Do you Fee1 the RIF proqgjf has 1nh1b1ted the attainment cf any af ygur

goals regarding the school library? __ Yes gﬁ;ﬂo
If yes, please 1ist how: ____ , . _ —




Appendix E

Parent Questionnaire



PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

-

Child's (Children's) Name(s) and School:

Did your child read the books he selected in Reading is Fun? s _Yes _ No

Do .you know the titles of the books? ~ Yes _ No

What are they? - ‘nothe, Moows Llotoli £ day 228 =t ey
. . L . N - ) o -

Have you read or Tooked through your child's books? _Yes ___No

Does yaur child enjoy the Reading is Fun books? yLyes __No
Why? fiKJ anle 7ﬁx§£h§?1 %%?,g??fbgaﬂaﬂr Clﬂﬁfy Jééﬁ*ééiéﬂggs

i:(ﬁﬁﬁﬂ g;2§94ﬁﬁﬁ§ ijlfs*ﬂngs STy kamgé é;%ﬁgj%%i éLj{;?ﬁ gg¥%; |
J;?;La fﬁmé?a AffﬁﬁﬁgéLv ’ e
Which book did he like the. best? _ Aoaly ) iﬁkg%%igﬂ }ﬁéyﬁﬁggﬁ

Does your child enjoy owning the Reading is Fun books? JYes _ No
Does he keep them in"a special place? ¥ Yes _ No
. Does your child havé’a special place to read? __Yes /io>
_Daes your c¢hiid read more than he used to? _g;yeé ___No
Does he Tike to talk about the books with you? N Yes __ No

Do you think the Read1nq is Fun program has he]ped yaur ch11d? ;iyes __No
How? ___ dhas YL '

Hbat is your opinion of the Read1nq 1s Fun prcgram?‘wl @uﬂﬂ G
,,{JJT?ﬁﬁ;;r;,uLj Cﬁi&éﬂ¥¥ 7W;L§3§ﬂ fLiﬂéﬁkti:l{%ﬂﬂ ﬂi?é? (Z’iiégfj

. Lkazaﬁ 41125?1 fi&izﬁ% — fii;;,if;gﬁ;;{;:<g.“;,,




12, Do you have any suggestions for improving it? ’
Doz Als_fure Lo adey A ia

- 64




Appendix F

Schools Participating in the Pittsburgh RIF Program



Schools Participating in
the Pittsburgh RIF Program

Baxter

Hall's Grove

Fineview

. Schiiler

. Gladstone
Letsche
Conroy
Clayton

9. Friendship
10. East Park
11. East Street
12. Madison

13. Fort Pitt
14, Northview
15. Homewood
16. Lincoln

17. Vann

18, Crescent
19, Spring Garden

W~ S U B W N -

206. Lemington
21, Weil
22, Llarimer
23, ~Cowley
24, Miller
25, Belmar
26, McKelvy
27. Burgwin _
28, Fairywood
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Appendix G

Numbers of RIF Buoks Available by Categories by Reading Levels
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Numbers of RIF Books Available
gy_tategpries,byfReagth Levels

Reading Level 1 ' Reading Level 3
1. Easy Reader 30 1. Science Picture 1
2. Picture 38 2. Favorite 32
3. Animal 1 3. Animal Favorite 4
4. Picture Reference 1 4, Ethnic Picture 3
5. Picture Activity 1 5. Animal 8
6. Reference 1 6. Picture 16
7. Picture Favorite 1 7. Poetry 7
8, Girls' Fiction 1
. . 9. Ethnic Fiction - 3
Reading Level 2 }o.. Easy Reader 14
AT 3 1. Social Studies 3
) flphabet 20 12. Ethnic Activity 1
- 13. Ethnic Talktale 2
3. Fantasy Classic 1 14. Science 6
g- EggsngZadE? 73 15. Fiction 4
6. Picture 26 16. Ethnic Biography 1
7. Ethnic Picture 5 s Scieseectivit :
8. Contemporary Fiction 2 1@' Aét1v1ty - 5
13‘ ég’gg; } 20, Biography 1
. Relicion ] 21, Biblical 1
12, Refegence 4 22, Animal Fiction 4
1e. 23, Contemporary Fiction 1
14. Ethnic H15tory Fiction 1 25 Cgﬁﬁtig Picture 1
15. Humor - 3 26: Humor ] T 1
'%gz é?;gichavar1tes } 27, Ethnic Biography 1
18 Activity - . 3 28,  Ethnic History F1ctaon 1
19, & : 29 »Sports F1ct1on 1
, nimal Fiction 4 :
- 20, Counting Picture 1
21, Fiction ‘ -3
- 22. Riddiez }

- 23. Science Picture




Numbers of RIF Books Available

by Categories by Reading Levels

Reading Level 4

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
l 1.3‘
14.
15,
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28,

29,

30,
31,
32.

33.

34,
35.
36.
37.

38,
39.

44,

41.

Animal Favorite
Picture

Classic

Science

Fantasy

Social Studies
Urban Fiction
Animal

Ethnic Contemporary
~ Fiction

Sports Activity
Humor

Career

Activity
Information

Sports Non-Fiction
Biography

. Contemporary Fiction

Adventure
Sports

'Historic Fiction

Sports Reference
Myth

Sports Fiction
Girls' Fiction
Reference
Sports Humor
Girls' Humor
Mystery

Animal Fantasy
Ethnic diology
Cartcon

'Poetry

Animal Fiction

“Talktales

Animal Mystery
Sports Mystery

“Science Fiction
- Contemporary Activity
Ethnic History Fiction

Ethn1c HTStoty

- N
WP et NI AD L0 PO =

[ %] —
—)

‘—lumm—l’—lﬁl—l‘—i-—l‘m."h.hwmwmlm o T3 S LTY e T T el T D T PN e ] el

@

e
QAL 00~ O N I L) PO o
.

Reading level S

wand
vl
. 8 8 B ® 2 W

—d ot mand o el ek wd
D 0D O U Lo P
L]

[t
N—-‘
»

History

History Fiction
Fantasy

Boys' Fiction

Girls' Fiction
Girls" Humor

Ethnic Urban Fiction
Humor

Activity

Poetry

Collective Biography
Science

Sports

Reference

Animal 7

Sports Non-Fiction
Sports Bioqraphy
Sports Reference
Contemporary Fiction
Biography

Mystery

Sports Fiction
Science Fiction

Far Places

Adventure

Ethnic History

Ethnic Science Biography

Classic -

‘Ethnic Career

Ethnic Contemporary
Fiction
Ethnic Adventure

‘Music
~ Ethnic Sports Fiction

Mythology

~ Ethnic History F1ct1an

Animal Fiction
Mystery Fantasy
Animal Classic
Religious
Ethnic Paetny

- -Fantasy Humor

~ Talktales.
“.Legend- -

. “Adventure. C13551c
afG1rTs‘IC]ass1c

N ™

ettt () et el e o) el el el et i N i el i L) OINWHNWONOAUT =MW S

ol ol



Numbers oFVRIF”Bpoksrﬂvai1ﬁble

by Categories by Reading Levels

Reading Levg]rs
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w
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Ethnic History Fiction
Classic

Sports Non-Fiction
Ethnic Human Fiction
Adventure

-Ethnic Biography
Sports Biography

Sports Fiction

Sports Reference

Animal

Ethnic Sports
Biography

Ethnic History 7

Ethnic History Fiction

Legend ‘

Ethnic Career

Adventure

" Ethnic Career Fiction

Humor
Fantasy

-Reference

Far Places 7

Contemporary Fiction

Ethnic Contemporary
Fiction

Mystery

Science

Science Fiction

Mythology

. Ethnic Sports Fiction

Historical Fiction

-Ethnic Yistorical

Fiction
Cartoon

“Mystery Advériture

Activity Reference
Poetry

 Activity

Music

History -

Sports Reference.
Girls' Fiction

]
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Classic

Humor

Sports Fiction
Sports Non~Fiction
Science Fiction

- Sports Biography

Ethnic Contemporary
Fiction

Ethnic Biography

Biography

Historical Fiction

Mystery

Sports Reference

Ethnic Poetry

Activity

Ethnic Biography

Humor

Ethnic Sports Fiction

Reference

~Girls' Fiction

Ethnic Sports Biography
Ethnic History
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